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Abstract
The coronavirus pandemic impacted everyone worldwide, and it has disrupted traditional
employment processes for college students. This study seeks to identify patterns in college
student's job-search behavior and relevant personality and emotional traits that may influence
their job search outcomes during the pandemic. The study expands on current academic theories
on personality traits and proactive behaviors in the preparatory and active job search processes.
Through surveys of Elizabethtown College students, I hope to understand the impact COVID-19
had on students' job-search experiences and the role that psychographic attributes such as
emotional intelligence and pandemic anxiety levels played in their job search success. Results
showed support for networking, pandemic anxiety, and social support as influential factors in a
student's job search outcome. Likewise, it offered support for emotional intelligence and social
support as mitigating factors in lowering a student's level of pandemic anxiety.
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Academic Background & Literature Review
Recession Literature
The impacts of the current COVID-19 recession reflect those of the Great Recession,
which, as COVID-19 has, impacted the labor market greatly. The academic literature on this
topic varies greatly, but two relevant topics emerged: underemployment and labor market
characteristics (e.g., job search, etc.).
The impact of graduating in a recession has been discussed within the academic
community, with a consensus on the significant and persistent adverse effects on wages and
employment decisions (Bell & Blanchflower, 2011). Bell & Blanchflower noted that lifetime
earnings were significantly lower for the Great Recession graduates when compared to previous
economic downturns, revealing that recession cohorts have an increased likelihood of
underemployment and the associated risks of downskilling, mal-employment, negative career
beliefs, etc. Job openings and opportunities were, on average, twenty percent lower and the
hiring rate held at a notably depressed rate for much of the recovery period of the Great
Recession and into late 2014 (Rothstein, 2019). Effects of labor market conditions persist for
recession graduates, as noted by Rothstein, who observed that the Great Recession cohort
recovered but at a much slower than predicted by market trends. However, this is linked to the
extended period of unemployment in 2015.
While college students are typically more susceptible to labor market fluctuations, the
impact from the Great Recession doubled the unemployment rate of college graduates from 3.5%
to 7% in 2011; however, graduates generally suffered less than their peers without a college
degree (Abel & Deitz, 2017).
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College graduates noted that the recovery from the recession greatly benefited graduates,
as Carnevale et al. (2015) indicated. They acknowledged that job losses among college workers
during the recession considerably lagged behind non-degree job loss; similarly, job gains were
more significant for college graduates than their non-degree counterparts in the recovery period.
Noted also in this study, of the nearly 2.9 million jobs created during the recovery period, the
majority went to college graduates, noting that these jobs were of good quality and utilized their
degree appropriately to avoid underemployment issues. While students incur debt while
obtaining a degree, postsecondary education enables access to job opportunities in an economy.
Those with a four-year degree or higher have the highest likelihood of getting major-related jobs
(Carnevale et al., 2015).
Underemployment
As defined by Abel et al. (2017), underemployment is the share of individuals working in
jobs that (generally) do not require a college degree. The Great Recession significantly impacted
recent college graduates, with underemployment rates reaching 50 percent. However, between
mid-2011 to 2014, data showed that rising underemployment and falling unemployment gave
rise to the theory that recent graduates were beginning to find jobs but were not finding
opportunities that utilized their degrees appropriately (Abel et al., 2017). The study noted that
graduates shifted into under-skilled positions due to lack of or weak demand for graduates during
the recovery period of 2011 through 2014. This shift happened to nearly one in two Great
Recession college graduates. Stone et al. (2012) noted that recession-graduates earned, on
average, $3,000 less in their first job compared with those who graduated outside a recession.
Fogg & Harrington (2011) discussed mal-employment and the idea that graduates during a
recession may choose a job that does not use their skills, abilities, and knowledge acquired
through a college education. This idea is not new but became heightened during 2008-2009.
5

During the Great Recession, literature shows that college graduates opted to be underemployed
or mal-employed rather than unemployed. The percentage of graduates in this situation rose from
25% in 2000 to 28% in 2010, with half of the increase within the recovery period of 2011-14
(Fogg & Harrington, 2011). A survey conducted by Stone et al. (2012) of college graduates
following the Great Recession noted that many were left disappointed and unhappy with their
first job. Their study showed that only four in ten students reported their first job required a
college degree, and further that two out of ten students said their first job was on their career
path.
Underemployment varies by academic major and industry, as noted by Abel et al. (2017.
They identified patterns that indicated students who studied major-specific and quantitativefocused degrees were less likely to be underemployed. In comparison, students with general
degrees (e.g., Liberal Arts fields like English, Sociology, Art/History, etc.), where students were
two to three times more likely to underutilize their degree in the early part of their career. Fields
that fared well during the Great Recession included STEM (science, technology, engineering,
and mathematics) and, as previously mentioned, quantitatively oriented fields such as business,
economics, finance, and accounting.
Another explanation is the idea of business shifts from hiring for technology-focused
positions to other strategies. Abel et al. (2017) noted that business increased their hiring during
the technological changes at the turn of the century but slowed hiring in the first decade of the
twenty-first century. This shift put pressure on graduates to move into roles previously held by
low-skilled workers, a move that pushed graduates down a hierarchical ladder instead of
upwards.
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Disparate Impacts on Youth & Gender Differences
Historically, youth unemployment displays a strong correlation with overall economic
developments. Tamesberger & Bacher (2020) noted an increase of one percent in adult
unemployment saw a 1.79 percent increase in youth unemployment. Notably, during the Great
Recession, young adults saw a substantial decline in employment options following employers
indicated a preference towards older employees (Fogg & Harrington, 2011). Fogg &
Harrington's theory is consistent with Tamesberger & Bacher's sensitivity explanation, noting
that the demand side theory is weighted heavier. Their view notes that "firms have lower
opportunity costs if they dismiss young employees than for older employees, as less was invested
in training.. and [youth] have less protection against dismissal," based on the idea of "first in,
first out." Also discussed by Tamesberger & Bacher was the notion that unemployment has a
lasting impact on the youth economically and socially.
The pandemic exacerbated underlying disparities in employment. Data showed that
associated increases in exit rates and decreased hiring rates occurred disproportionately in lowwage jobs, notably women. Women and other minority groups commonly are employed in the
low-wage service sector jobs saw a significant impact by the coronavirus pandemic (Cortes &
Forsythe, 2020). In a gender comparison, women suffered more substantial increases in job loss
and decreased hiring rates than men, which according to Cortes & Forsythe, is mainly explained
by sex segregation in jobs with significant losses. Their study identified an 18 percent loss of
employment for men compared with 22 percent for women. The study further confirms that the
pandemic has a more substantial impact on women than men; this finding directly contradicts
previous literature that finds economic downturns disproportionately impacted men. On the idea
of underemployment, Abel et al. (2017) found that men are more likely to be underemployed
than women – a probability of 45.3 percent and 44.1 percent for men and women, respectfully.
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Coronavirus Pandemic
The coronavirus pandemic has created considerable challenges to the traditional work
environment, with this economic shock uniquely and directly impacting human capital (Autin et
al., 2020; Campello, 2020). Campello found a drop in active job postings following the first
week of May 2020 that was 40 percent below the same-week average during 2017-19. Also
noted was the decline in postings by small firms – 50 percent – which surpassed large firms at
30-40 percent. Overall, the results of Campello showed a cumulative 57 percent decline in ad
postings over a 9-week period, which further indicates the magnitude of this pandemic on the
labor market. A concerning result of Campello was that of a disproportionate decline in highly
skilled workers, which aligns with the idea of downskilling mentioned in much of the related
academic literature. McFarland et al. (2020) note that this pandemic represented a significantly
significant macro-economic event, which occurred suddenly, was highly disruptive to systems
and at a broad global level.
This pandemic disproportionately impacted college students, as seen by a large-scale
survey conducted by Aucejo et al. (2020). Their results showed that students who graduated in
the spring and summer of 2020, the onset of the pandemic, expected their likelihood of finding
employment declined by 35 percent. Similarly, for college students, they perceived a 20 percent
decline in the probability of finding a job before graduation and long-lasting impacts on their
future income, which revealed students expected the pandemic to impact their professional
career for years to come. The effect expands beyond career prospects to social life, educational
experiences, and financial situations. The study also extended into immediate impacts on
students; particularly, those who worked part-time while in school suffered a 31 percent decrease
in wages and 37 percent decrease in weekly hours. Furthermore, 29 percent lost their part-time
employment, and 13 percent had internship or job offers rescinded.
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Job Search Behavior
The pandemic considerably changed the landscape of the labor market, with job search
behavior impacted as well. McFarland et al. (2020) saw a sizable shift of job search behavior
towards virtual jobs and required less face-to-face contact, maintained in the following weeks of
the pandemic's onset. The concept of career resilience by Hite & McDonald (2020) and the
influential factors – personal and contextual. Personal characteristics include the individual's
personality traits, skills, and attitudes that can positively or negatively influence the individual's
resilience to career adversity. Contextual factors include supportive family and friends, job
characteristics, and workplaces that provide personal and professional support. Both of these can
influence the individual's ability to adapt to changing environments, notably the coronavirus
pandemic.
Another idea presented in the literature is positioning young adults within the labor
market. When engaging in active job search, contacting their network connections provides
students with valuable information. This activity can include reaching out to their network (e.g.,
informal contacts such as family, friends, neighbors, etc.; or through formal contacts such as
employers, co-workers, teachers, etc.) [Vuolo et al., 2012]. Vuolo et al. also noted that a lack of
or weak access to a personal network (that produces valuable job leads) pushes individuals to
shift their job search behavior to more direct and traditional approaches – direct application and
communication with the employer. The idea of emotional intelligence is represented when
students can disengage from unrealistic goals (both academic and professional) and substitute for
more realistic ones (Vuolo et al., 2012).

Potter (2020) discussed job search behavior in the context of the Great Recession. They
identified new facts about the recession: increased job search after receiving and rejecting offers;
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and declining job search efforts with continued failed searches. Potter notes that during the
recession, individuals devoted less and less time to job search during the period of
unemployment. Also discussed in the study was the critical fact that individuals vastly
overestimate, by 40 percent, the speed that offers will arrive following a job loss (Potter, 2020).
Social Support & Personal Factors
An individual's environment impacts their behaviors, particularly the level of support
from their social environment – family, friends, etc. There is significant literature about the
impact of social support as a critical variable in an individual's environment. Seung-Kuk &
JuSung (2018) defined social support, in the context of career behavior, as any form of positive
resource acquired or gained through social interaction. They also found that college students who
had a high level of consciousness of their social support situation showed better preparation for
career selection and in-depth searches.
Research conducted by Ślebarska et al. (2009) also identified the importance of social
support on an individual's self-esteem and the positive impact on job-search behaviors. The
results displayed significant findings. One finding showed that social support was correlated with
an expectation to find a job and resilience, which shows that an individual with more social
support displays more career resilience. Likewise, social support increases job-search behavior
via self-esteem. Their overall findings showed that the impact of social support on job behavior
is mediated by optimistic expectations of finding a job and resilience.
A similar term seen in social support literature is self-efficacy and self-esteem. Selfefficacy is commonly defined as a "specific efficacy [ability to produce the desired result]
concerned with activities involved in seeking employment… which reflects one's feelings about
performing tasks that may lead to becoming (re)employed" (Maddy, Cannon, & Lichtenberger,
2015). Common tasks displaying self-efficacy can include resume creation, searching for
10

employment opportunities, attending and completing interviews, and networking with one's
personal network regarding employment opportunities. Bandura (2010) has identified four
sources of self-efficacy, those being: (1) mastery experiences, (2) vicarious experiences, (3)
social persuasion, and (4) physiological or mental state. Bandura (2010) notes that these sources
occur after an individual faces failure(s) in their initial search and eventually succeeds. Mastery
experiences create the most effective source of self-efficacy when an individual is resilient to
overcome unfavorable circumstances or obstacles. However, mastery experiences may not be
enough in itself for an individual to assess their capabilities. Second, vicarious experiences,
where individuals can see others similar to themselves succeed due to continued effort. Seeing
others succeed allows individuals to know that they have capabilities that will enable them to
succeed with persistent effort (Bandura, 2010). The third is social persuasion, by which others
verbally express an individual possesses capabilities that allow them to succeed. Last is the
physiological state, where modifying negative emotional states and stress reactions can alter selfbeliefs of efficacy (Bandura, 2010).
As defined by Maddy et al. (2015), self-esteem involves "perceptions of .. self-worth and
is often… a predictor of overall well-being." It is different from self-efficacy, though, in that
self-efficacy concerns the individual's assessment of what they can or believe they can
accomplish. Self-esteem and self-efficacy impact the individual's motivation, goal determination,
amounts of effort used, and the length of time when they persevere in the face of challenges and
failures (Bandura, 2010).
Maddy et al.'s (2015) study concluded a positive linear relationship between social
support and self-esteem and self-efficacy. Noted too was individuals with higher levels of social
support have higher levels of self-efficacy and self-esteem. This idea is supported by research
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from Seung-Kuk and JuSung (2018), which showed high social support could also mitigate
negative factors like stress and enhance positive factors like motivation. Their study also showed
that social support positively impacts an individual's career preparation behavior, where those
with high social support led to higher preparation for career behavior. Social support can
mitigate stress factors and other adverse effects of job search processes on mental health
(Ślebarska, Moser, & Gunnesch‐Luca. 2009). Ślebarska et al. also found that social support is
only practical when it's kind and when used appropriately, as negative implications or effects
when offered in the instance where an individual feels their self-esteem is threatened. A study by
Ślebarska et al. (2009) found positive correlations between social support, with higher social
support displayed higher resilience levels and more optimistic outlooks on the opportunity for
success.
Networking
Social networking behaviors, or simply networking, have various definitions and
explanations in the academic literature. Hoye, Hooft, & Lievens (2009) defined networking
behavior as "an individual's attempts to develop and maintain relationships with others who have
the potential to assist them in their work or career." Likewise, Wanberg, Kanger, and Banas
(2000) simplified the term to the informal process of contacting friends, family, and other
acquaintances that may provide a majority of job leads or essential contact information. The
discussion within the literature shows that an individual's networks can supply them with
additional contacts and relevant information that aids in their job search (Hoye et al., 2000;
Wanberg et al., 2000; Yamkovenko & Hatala, 2014).
Hoye et al. (2009) discuss the weight of an individual's tie strength with those within
their network. They define tie strength as the closeness of a relationship between people within
the network and an individual, with strong ties to increase the likelihood of helpful information
12

being provided. Interestingly Hoye et al. also discuss that weaker ties can be stressed to identify
job openings, which they classified as non-redundant information compared with strong ties
providing repetitive information. Tie strength also was discussed concerning the composition of
one's social network. That is, the likelihood of positive outcomes increases if the network was
composed of individuals with higher education, life, and occupational status (Hoye et al., 2009).
Their study found that networking was positively related to the number of job offers, which also
showed a positive relation to tie strength and time spent networking.
Research by Wanberg et al. (2000) discussed the impact of the "Big Five" personality
factors concerning networking behaviors and intensity. They found that each of the Big Five
personality factors showed a significant correlation with networking intensity. Most notable was
extraversion, which supports the idea that those who are more extroverted have a relative
advantage due to the comfort of networking and interacting with their network. Networking
comfort was an idea discussed in their study. A common reason a particular individual doesn't
network is discomfort, imposing or burdening another, and embarrassment about their
employment status. Likewise, their results supported the idea that high levels of networking
comfort related to networking intensity.
Overall, networking provides individuals with helpful information and opportunities that
assist in the job search process (Yamkovenko & Hatala, 2014). The literature presents that
individuals with certain traits (e.g., extraversion and networking comfort) have a more favorable
position and advantage when networking over those who display introversion or discomfort.
Emotional Intelligence
Emotional Intelligence (EI or EQ) is the idea that the "soft" skills, or personal skills, an
individual has can influence their job search and success. Liptak (2005) discussed EI as an
individual's self-motivation, resilience, and regulation, and understanding of one's own emotions.
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Likewise, EI is also defined as possessing the skills to navigate another individual's emotions.
Liptak (2005) and Garner (1983) detail two forms of intelligence, interpersonal and
intrapersonal. Interpersonal skills relate to one's sensitivity, level of understanding, and ability to
emphasize and cooperate with other emotions. Intrapersonal focuses on the individual's ability to
reflect on their emotions, motivation, and goals.
EI is important, especially for college graduates, because it allows them to remain
competitive in the job search. Ming Chia (2005) conducted a study of accounting students during
their job search process. The study noted that the employers look for more than a degree, rather
emotional intelligence as one of many personal attributes and soft skills, emphasizing the
recruitment stage. This study supports the idea of Liptak (2005) that college students, in
particular, would greatly benefit from emotional intelligence assistance, which will help them to
develop self-esteem, communication, and conflict resolution, among other competencies. Ming
Chia's results showed that EI was positively associated with successful job-search outcomes, and
while EI shows no direct impact on job attainment, an indirect effect can be noted.
Research Question 1: What variables influence a successful1 job search outcome?
H1. The higher the social support, the higher the job search outcome.
H2. The higher students’ level of EQ, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search outcome.
H3. The higher students’ level of extraversion, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search
outcome.
H4. The stronger students’ networking comfort/intensity, the higher the likelihood of a successful job
search outcome.
H5. The more proactive a student’s search behavior, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search
outcome.
H6. The lower the level of pandemic anxiety, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search outcome.
H7. The higher the level of self-efficacy, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search outcome.
H8. The higher the level of self-esteem, the higher the likelihood of a successful job search outcome.

1

Note: Successful – means finding a job in the discipline, a job that requires a college degree, and found
relatively fast after graduation (within 5 months).
Note: A successful job outcome means being able to find a job/internship in the discipline and a job that
requires a college (coded as a 1-0 variable, 1 for yes, 0 for no) and out of those who did find a job/
internship, how fast they were able to find it
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Research Q#2: How did pandemic anxiety influence job search behaviors?
H9. The higher the level of pandemic anxiety, the lower the student’s proactiveness in searching for a
job.
H10. The higher the level of pandemic anxiety, the lower the student’s involvement in a mentoring
program.
Research Q#3: What variables influence pandemic anxiety?
H11. The higher the students’ level of EQ, the lower their level of pandemic anxiety.
H12. The higher the students’ social support, the lower their level of pandemic anxiety.
A proposed model has been constructed to identify the relationships between these variables.

Methodology
The objective of this study was to measure the impact of job-search factors on
undergraduate and recent graduate students’ job--search experience. We sent an online survey to
the undergraduate population and the alumni class of 2020 at Elizabethtown College. We
provided each student an overview of this study, the theme of questions, and voluntary
participation. The survey was available for students for three consecutive weeks, with various
notifications and announcements reminding students of the survey. Students were eligible to
receive a gift if they were within the first 50 students, which further engaged students with the
survey. The survey targeted two main groups: (1) current seniors in the Class of 2021 and recent
graduates of the Class of 2020 who engaged in job-search processes since the onset of the
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pandemic, (2) undergraduate students and their job-search process as it relates to internships as
the same factors were applied to an internship search.
We recorded a total number of 613 responses at the end of the collection period, of which
150 were usable and relevant for analysis. For the class of 2020, 38.3 percent are employed, 18.5
percent are searching for employment, 35.8 percent are enrolled in additional or graduate
schooling. Of this group, the gender identification was 79.1 percent female, 19.4 male, and 1.5
percent non-binary. For the Class of 2021, 20.9 percent has post-graduation employment (and/or
accepted an offer), 34.1 percent is still searching for post-graduation employment, 35.7 percent is
continuing undergraduate or graduate education, and 7.1 percent identified their situation as
other (including military, not currently searching or taking additional coursework, etc.). For the
gender identification of this group, 68.8 percent was female, 30.1 percent male, and 1.1 percent
identified as non-binary. In the graduating classes of 2022 through 2024, 15 percent have
received internship offers, 18.7 percent are searching for an internship, and 66.4 percent is not
currently searching for an internship. Of the gender identification of this group, 72.9 percent
female, 24.7 male, 1.7 non-binary, and 0.7% did not self-identify.
For the regression tests, group one is identified as the combined data of 2020 and 2021,
while group two is the combined data of 2022 through 2024.

Measures
The survey sought to measure eight main job-search factors: career resilience, personal
factors (personality, attitude, emotions, etc), social support, if an individual was proactive in their
search (pro-activeness), networking comfort and intensity, emotional intelligence, speed of
success, self-efficacy, self-esteem, and pandemic anxiety.
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Career Resilience
Career resilience was measure through questions adapted from Bittle-Patton (2003).
These questions asked the student to rate their confidence in their ability to “pick myself up after
being rejected” as well as “being rejected from a job I really wanted.”
Personal Factors
The survey measures personal factors through questions about attitudes and personality.
Questions adapted from Bandyopadhyay et al. (2020). Questions asked about the extent the
student experience emotions from excitement, irritability, energy, shame, self-doubt, etc.
Through a factor analysis, these were condensed into positive emotions (energetic, cheerful,
excited) and negative emotions (guilt, shame, sadness, self-doubt, etc).
Social Support
Social support was measured by the amount of support an individual felt from their
family and friends. Both forms of support were asked in a Likert scale question adapted from
Bittle-Patton (2003). This scale asked various questions about the support they perceived, with
questions varying from "[family/friends] usually said things that raised my self-confidence" to
questions about "[family/friends] made me feel that employment is important." A factor analysis
was conducted on the combined data from Class of 2020 and 2021, which identified three
underlying factors: support of family, access to family's network, and the importance of a career.
‘Proactiveness’
The level to which an individual is proactive in their job search was measured by hard
data indications - the number of hours per week spends in job-search activities. Also measured
was a scale adapted from Seibert et al. (1999) that measured proactive behaviors and career
success. This scale asked a variety of questions, notable "I fully commit to my ideas/dreams" as
well as "I regularly look for easy to better myself."
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Networking
Networking was measured to identify levels of networking (dis)comfort as well as
intensity. Comfort was measured using an adapted version of Wanberg et al., (2000) scale of
network comfort. This scale included questions asking about the comfort level regarding
"..asking family members and relatives if they have job leads" or "asking previous employers or
coworkers for their assistance." Networking intensity was measured through open-ended
questions such as "How often do you post on LinkedIn" as well as other questions about their job
search activities related to networking - Career Service networking opportunities, job fairs,
number of LinkedIn connections, etc.
Emotional Intelligence
We measured emotional intelligence through emotional stability. We measured emotional
stability using a scale adapted from John & Srivastava (1999) that measured two of the Big 5
Factors - extraversion and neuroticism. Eight questions within this scale compared answers to a
result of neuroticism or emotional stability. Some questions asked about students' perceptions of
themselves as someone who: handles stress well, remains calm in tense situations, and worries a
lot.
Speed
Speed was measured by asking how many months after a student started looking did they
receive an offer - both job and internship. We defined success as finding a job in the discipline,
and criteria set at five months.
Self-Efficacy & Self-Esteem
Self-esteem was measured using a scale adapted from Rosenberg (1965), which asked
questions such as "I am satisfied with myself," "I feel I have worth, at least as much as others,"
etc. Self-efficacy was measured using a scale by Bittle-Patton (2003). Questions used included
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the student's confidence in their ability to "continue searching after being rejected," "make a
good first impression at an interview," and "complete a job/internship application."
Pandemic Anxiety
Pandemic anxiety was measured using a scale by McElroy et al. (2020). This scale
included questions that asked students' feelings about the pandemic regarding their concerns
about themselves or their family being infected, transmitting it to someone else, and economic
concerns such as missing work, money, and impact on job prospects the economy.

Results
Dimension Reduction Factor Analysis
The survey contained many questions that were a Likert scale, asking questions about the
same general topic (e.g., family support, etc.) to identify underlying variables. The Likert scale
measuring family support produced two underlying variables - family support and access to the
family's network. These results were consistent for the scale measuring the support of friends.
Questions about self-esteem and self-image resulted in the underlying factors of a positive and
negative image of self. The scale measuring proactive behaviors produced one underlying factor
which we identified to be 'proactiveness.' We reduced the pandemic anxiety scale to personal
anxiety (concern for self, family, fear of the public, and transmission) and economic anxiety
(financial concern, long-term job prospect, the economy, and missed work). We reduced the
emotions scale to two underlying factors - positive and negative emotions. We reduced the
personality scale to two underlying factors - introvert and emotional stability. This scale also
reflected levels of emotional intelligence.
Binomial PROBIT Regression
We tested three regression models for group 1 (Class of 2020 and 2021) and group 2
(Class of 2022 through 2024). The dependent variable was the student's situation - received
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offer/employer (coded as 1) and still searching (coded as 0). The independent variables were a
combination of "hard" indications (grade point average, number of hours per week spent
searching, LinkedIn profile, etc.) and "soft" indicators that included the reduced factors from the
factor analysis (family support/access to the network, emotional stability, introversion,
positive/negative self-image, etc.). We analyzed RQ 1 in three regressions (Model 1-3). We
analyzed RQ 2 in two regressions (Model 4-6) and RQ 3 in model 7.
RQ 1 - Model 1
In the first regression for group 1, 50.9 percent were still searing for a job compared to
the 49.1 percent that received an offer or was currently employed. This regression produced a
statistical significance of 0.20 at the p < 0.05 level. This model tested the student's situation as
the dependent variable, and the series mean of five job search factors (emotional stability,
personal and economy pandemic anxiety, number of hours per week spent in search activities,
and the level of proactiveness).

The results in Table 1 showed the failure to reject the null hypothesis for H2 regarding
emotional intelligence (emotional stability) as the variable was not statistically significant at a
5% level. However, H2 is supported in a practical context as a positive relationship exists
between increased emotional stability and an increased likelihood of a successful job-search
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outcome. The results for H5 show no statistical significance and a negative relationship between
a student's proactive behavior and the impact on a successful job-search outcome, so we fail to
reject the null hypothesis. Hours per week were tied into proactive behavior and showed
practical significance. A positive relationship exists between an increased number of hours spent
on search activities and an increased likelihood of a successful search, though no statistical
significance is seen. The results for H6 are split - a failure to reject the null hypothesis regarding
personal pandemic anxiety, however for economic pandemic anxiety; the hypothesis is supported
with a p=0.006. Both forms of pandemic anxiety are positively related to the increased likelihood
of a successful job-search outcome, but economic pandemic anxiety proves more significant.

Results for group two showed no statistical significance at the 5% level, with p = 0.051.
Table 2 shows the failure to reject H2 for this group as well with no statistical significance for
emotional stability (EI). This variable shows practical significance in this group and a positive
relationship seen between increased stability and the likelihood of a successful job search. The
data shows again the failure to reject the null for H5, though a positive relationship exists again
between increased proactive behaviors and increased likelihood of a successful job search. Hours
per week are negatively correlated in this group, showing that an increase in the number of hours
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spent searching decreases the likelihood of a successful job search. Pandemic anxiety is also split
in this group, with personal pandemic anxiety reporting statistical significance at the 5% level,
p=0.005. Both personal and economic pandemic anxiety displayed a negative relationship
through the coefficients, which fails to reject the null hypothesis for H6.
RQ 1 - Model 2
The second regression analyzed the dependent variable of a student’s situation to the
independent job-search factors (pandemic anxiety, grade point average, family support, access
to a family’s network, and positive self-image). Table 3 shows the results for group one.

The results for this second regression show a statistically significant model at the 5%
level, p=0.035. In regard to H1, neither family network nor access to the family's network shows
statistical significance, rejecting the null hypothesis. However, both variables show positive
coefficients that display a positive relationship to the increased likelihood of a successful job
search, supporting H1 on a practical level. H6 is not supported; however, economic pandemic
anxiety is statistically significant at the 5% level, p=0.027. Both forms of pandemic anxiety
report positive coefficients, showing that both forms of pandemic anxiety positively influence
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the likelihood of a successful job search. Grade point average is negatively related to a successful
job search with a coefficient of -0.170. H8 is not supported on a statistical level; however, it is
supported on a practical level with the positive relationship between increased self-esteem and
increased likelihood of a successful job search.
For group 2, Table 4 (below), the regression results show a statistically significant model
at the 5% level, p=0.003. In regard to H1, group two showed similar results as above, with
neither family support nor access to the family's network showed statistical significance. Family
support was positively correlated, which displays a practical significance that supports H1;
however, access to the family network was negatively related to a job search. H6 is supported by
personal pandemic anxiety, p=0.011, but economic pandemic anxiety shows no statistical
significance. Interestingly, personal pandemic anxiety shows a negative relationship with job
search, while economic pandemic anxiety displays a positive relationship. H8 is not supported,
however, similar to group one, and a positive relationship is shown with increased self-esteem
and a successful job search.

RQ 1 - Model 3
The results for the third regression are shown in Table 5 and 6. For group one, this model
shows statistical significance at the 1% level, with p < 0.001. H4 is supported in this model, with
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having a LinkedIn profile reporting statistical significance at the 1% level as well. As with other
models, H1, H2, and H5 are all rejected as none displayed statistical significance. The most
notable in this model was that each variable tested displayed a negative relationship with the job
search outcome except for having a LinkedIn profile.

The regression for group two is shown in Table 6 below. This model was statistically significant,
though some practical significance is seen.

As seen in the table above, the results show that H1, H2, H5, H8 are also rejected by this
group. H1 is supported in a practical context, as family support shows a positive relationship to a
successful job search. H2 and H5 also are supported by practical significance, with family
support and proactiveness respectively, as positive relationships are seen with their impact on a
successful job search. H8 is also supported on a practical level with a positive relationship seen
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between the variable and a successful job search. Data redundancy did not allow for results to be
computed for LinkedIn profile, so that observation is null. Proactiveness was the only variable
that showed a negative relationship to a successful job search.
Additional regressions were performed for the second group, analyzing family support in
addition to friend support (3A) as well friend support (3B) - all provided in Appendix 1.
Linear Regression
In the analysis of research questions two and three, a linear regression was conducted.
Model 4 for both groups one and two show the failure to reject the null for H9 and H10. For
group one, Model 4 was returned statistically insignificant., p=0.391. This model showed an rsquare of 0.250 but an adjusted R-square value of .025, meaning that this model and included
variables can be used to predict 2.5 percent of the dependent variable, the number of hours per
week a student spent on search activities. None of the independent variables returned showing
statistical significance. The coefficients did provide some practical insight into the relationship
within the model. Economic anxiety showed a positive coefficient, reporting that with a one unit
increase in economic anxiety, the number of hours a student spends will increase by 2.168.
Likewise, with an increase in personal anxiety, the number of hours a student spends will
decrease by 2.718 hours. Emotional stability also reflects a positive relation, with an increase in
emotional stability presenting an increase in hours spent searching by 0.372 hours. Overall, these
results failed to reject the null, and presented a weak model. These results can be seen further in
Appendix 2.
Group two presented a similar case. Model 4 for group two returned an r-square value of
0.320 and an adjusted r-square of 0.006, meaning little relation can be seen when using this
model to predict the number of hours per week a student spends searching. This model again
returned no statistical significance, p= 0.454. Like the previous group, none of these variables
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displayed statistical significance. There is practical significance that can be identified with this
model and group. Personal anxiety, like the previous group, shows a negative coefficient
indicating that an increase in personal anxiety by one unit will decrease the number of hours a
student searches by 1.032 hours. Extraversion is seen to increase the number of hours a student
spends searching - with a one unit increase in the level of introversion of a student, the number
of hours decreases by 1.537 hours. Emotional stability also indicated a positive relation between
the increase in emotional stability by one unit will increase a student’s search by 1.216 hours.
Model 5
Analyzing the model’s effects on the student’s actions to have an updated LinkedIn
profile, the model did not product significant findings with an adjusted r-square of 0.004 and
statistical significance of p=0.402. No variables displayed statistical significance. Practical
results indicated that both forms of pandemic anxiety decreased the likelihood of an updated
profile. Emotional stability displayed a weak positive relation to the likelihood of an updated
profile, with a one unit increase in emotional stability displaying a 0.043 unit increase in the
profile being up-to-date. A positive self-image indicated a negative relation to an updated profile,
with a one unit increase in positive self-image indicating a 0.148 decrease in the profile being
up-to-date. Insufficient data for group two restricted any analysis of this group. Additional
results can be seen in Appendix 3.
Model 6
Analysis of model six, a PROBIT regression, returned a statistically significant model
with p=0.005. The difference in a student’s mood as it relates to the coronavirus pandemic and
the level of introversion (analyzed as extraversion) returned statistically significant values of
p=0.010 and p=0.011 respectively. An increase in the difference between a student’s March 2020
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and April 2021 mood displayed a negative relation, indicating that an increase in the mood
difference decreased the likelihood a student was involved in a mentoring program. Extraversion
(was observed as the inverse of the introversion) coefficient, indicating that an increase in a
student’s level of extraverted behavior increases the likelihood of mentorship by 0.470. Other
notable practical results showed an increase in personal pandemic anxiety decreased the
likelihood of mentorship in students, whereas economic pandemic anxiety showed a positive
relation to a student's involvement.
Group two showed a weak model with no statistical significance (p=0.230) and no
statistically significant variables. Despite the weak model, the results indicate practical
significance. As in group one, group two shows that an increase in personal pandemic anxiety
decreased the likelihood of a student's participation in a mentoring program and economic
pandemic anxiety showed a positive relation with mentoring. Group two also showed that with
increased extraversion, a student is more likely to be involved in mentoring (seen from the
inverse of introversion coefficient). Additional results for both groups can be seen in Appendix
4.
The results for personal pandemic anxiety support H10 on a practical level, but no
statistical support is seen. The results show a failure to reject the null hypothesis for H9 and H10.
Model 7
The results for RQ3 were broken into two sub-models, 7(A) which analyzed the
regression mode on economic pandemic anxiety and model 7(B) which analyzed personal
pandemic anxiety. Model 7(A) for group one showed a weak model with an adjusted r-square or
0.127. However, this model for group one was statistically significant at p=0.002. The data
indicates support of H11, with positive self-image (self-esteem) displaying statistical
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significance p=0.31. This shows that a student’s emotional intelligence lowers their economic
pandemic anxiety. The results also show support for H12, with family support displaying
statistical significance (p=0.039). Results support H12, with an increase in family support
decreases economic pandemic anxiety by 0.204. Group two failed to reject the null hypothesis
for H11 and H12, with the model 7(A) for group two returning no statistical significance
(p=0.763)and a negative adjusted r-square of -0.088. No independent variable for group two
displayed statistical significance, however H12 is supported by practical significance with group
two data also displaying a negative relation with increased family support and lower economic
pandemic anxiety. Notable though is that family support affirmed H12, but friend support rejects
H12 with a positive relation to increased support and increased pandemic anxiety. Additional
results for model 7(A) can be found in Appendix 5.
Results for model 7(B) in group one show a weak and statistically insignificant model,
with p=0.115 and an adjusted r-square of 0.036. Gender was the only variable that had statistical
significance, showed that females have higher levels of personal pandemic anxiety - a 0.419
increase in the level of pandemic anxiety for females. Results for 7(B) in group one reject H11
and H12 on a statistical level; H11 is supported on a practical level with an increase in positive
self-image decreasing the personal pandemic anxiety. H12 is not supported on a practical level,
with an increase in family support shows an increase in personal pandemic anxiety by 0.087. For
group two, model 7(B) shows a weak model and a statistically insignificant model as with group
one, a p-value of 0.985 and adjusted r-square of -0.18 that fails to support H11 and H12. None of
the independent variables for group two showed statistical significance, however gender did
show opposing results to group one in regard to gender. For group two, females showed less
personal pandemic anxiety than males in the sample. Group two fails to support H11 on a
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practical level, but does support H12 with an increase in family support decreasing the level of
personal pandemic anxiety. Additional results for 7(B) can be seen in Appendix 5.

Discussion
While the results did not provide the statistical significance we had hoped for, there was a
practical significance that we can see. Regarding RQ1, it is seen that the power of a LinkedIn
profile for group one indicated a strong relationship to the likelihood of a successful job search
outcome. While we did not see this with group two due to insufficient data, it still reflects the
literature regarding the advantage that networking creates for an individual - opportunities,
contacts, leads. and relevant information (Hoye et al., (2009); Wanberg et al., (2000);
Yamkovenko & Hatala, (2014)). Likewise, we can see the intensity of a student's search
activities through a student's level of pandemic anxiety - the student's concern and awareness of
uncertain economic may serve as motivation for more intense searching. We can see negative
relations with GPA, reflecting the idea presented in the literature that employees are looking for
more than just academic performance - they look for interpersonal skills, experience, etc.
Positive self-image showed a negative relation to a job-search outcome, which may indicate that
how a student's self-esteem is presented (humble, arrogant, etc.) may impact their job-search - in
particular their interview. Family support showed negative relation, which can be explained by
support alone could not impact a search as much as access to an individual's social network,
which can provide leads, contacts, etc.
Economic anxiety can be more significant than personal, but as seen in the results, there
are mitigating factors that can reduce a student's pandemic anxiety - emotional intelligence and
social support. Model 7 also indicated that males have more pandemic anxiety than females, who
showed less economic pandemic anxiety. This result was reversed for personal anxiety in group
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one, where females were indicated to have higher levels of personal pandemic anxiety. Personal
pandemic anxiety can be mitigated generally by social support and a student's level of
extraversion, which may prove to benefit their job search through networking and mentorship.

Limitations & Future Considerations
This study faced some limitations, most notable the small sample size. This study was
conducted at Elizabethtown College, a small private liberal arts school in Central Pennsylvania.
Due to the size and makeup of this campus, there was a lack of diversity seen in respondents the majority identified as female. Similarly, since few questions were marked as required, we
saw insufficient data in many questions. Human error cannot be ruled out as a limitation and
could have impacted results.
Future considerations for this study include administering the survey on a larger college
campus - private or public - to identify any differences between the size and private versus public
colleges. A limitation for any future studies would be elapsed time between the onset and initial
impact of the pandemic on students. As impacts will decline, the more the pandemic subsides.
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